5/31/93 


Mr. Jonathan Yardley, Style section 
The Washington Post 
1150 15 St., NW 
Washington, DC 20071 

Dear Mr. Yardley, 

To say what you said about Robert Kennedy (Missing Bobby, 5/31/93), with which I 

agree completely, it was not necessary for you to say of John F. Kennedy, "Wat we now know 
aboutrJohn E. Kennedy* s private life has cast everything else about him into question. 11 

Perhaps you have been unduly influencetJ/Dy the persuasive and not always fj^^ful or 


fair bookyby those who hated him and what he came to stand for and was titying to do. 

What was there - what co^ild there have been - in his private life that could cast 
into question his maghificently-stated exposition of the need of the future in his ^une 
1963 speech at the American university? 

d 

What was there - or could there have been ^ in his private life that could oaast 
into doubt his daring, politically-dangerous negotiating of the limited test-ban agree- 
ment? Oi in his efforts to reduce military spending? Or his breaking of the agreement to 
make ^lue Streak missiles for G reat Britain? 

Or in his solution to the G uba missile crisis? Or all those letters with Khrufichev as 
they groped their way toward peace ? 

Or in so muclfa^^o often f orgotten .Ifte hate campaign of those who detested what he 
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came to stand for and long for after that crisis? When he was a much canged man with 
quite different policies and aspirations for us and for the world? 

Those who undertook to change what we think of hiw, which also means of his changed 
presidency after that 1962 crisis^ have launched no such campaigns against FDR or Eisenhower 
or so many other very important people in our political lives. But then, as you have /M^ 
stopped to think, he had undergone a radical transformation. You regard this as good and 
normal in Bobby but you do not think and write about JFK with the same understanding. 
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You have, I think, misled and misinformed many and have made yourself in it part of 


the campaign to diminish him and what he did come to stand for. Whatever your intent. 

Now about his personal life, I spent most of a week as the guest of one of his lady 
friends more than four years after his assassination. Had it been possible for me to 
return to that part of the country wei&Sier were going tV Record an oral history she would 
then put away until she believed its disclosure would not be hurtful. health and then her 
death prevented th&t. Her account, and she wept as she told me, was of a completely 
honest man about whose treatment of her she had no complaint at all, no matter how miner. 

I have never spoken of this before and I say no more now but'lke did spend very much^ 

time and she rebelled very much, with great pain and obvious sincerity. 

On a much simpler basis, do you really think that what is said about his private life, 

not all of which is true, can cast aside how people felt-how he made them feel - in his 

press conferences and in his many statements to them? It is not his private life but the 
misuse of it th^a can cast aside anything else about him. Sincerely, Harold Weisberg 


